Bob always thought in long, complicated lists, rather than in simpler frameworks.  Also, it may have been that he deliberately wanted an inelegant design; by keeping the agenda complex, he maintained control and kept [Arnold] Packer [assistant secretary for policy, evaluation, and research], Brandwein, Rosen [from OPER], and the White House off his back." The net result of this complexity, says Hahn, who is a strong advocate of the knowledge development process, was "to encumber the design with a huge number of second-and third-order questions that were often brilliant and insightful but totally confusing to anybody but Bob."
The second reason why Taggart resisted Hausman's advice was that the early results of knowledge development were heavily weighted toward descriptions of the process by which projects were developed and implemented in various sites. This characteristic caused considerable friction between Taggart and, among others, the Office of Management and Budget. The 0MB examiner for YEDPA, reflecting a characteristic institutional bias of 0MB, said, "I expressed very strong reservations from the beginning about how it was developing? particularly about the large amount of money being spent on studies that didn't produce outcome data. 0MB likes to see good, strong impact evaluations. Taggart didn't see it that way.  He had his political constituency to protect.  So most of the stuff he produced was very uninteresting to
US."
The reasons for the emphasis on process data were fourfold.  First, OYP was under pressure to produce results, but lacked the time to mount programs, let them mature, and then measure their effects.  The next best thing, from OYP's perspective, was to build into the knowledge development process extensive Information about the process by which programs were implemented.  Or in Taggart's words, "In the first year and a half, our problem was how to do research when what was actually going on was start-up and Implementation."
Second, the relatively heavy emphasis on process Information in the early stages was consistent with Taggart's view of research and evaluation äs an instrument of management control.  Process Information may not have been useful to 0MB in making government-wide allocation decisions, but it was valuable intelligence to Taggart in his attempt to create and manage a youth employment delivery System.  Moreover, by asking for process Information, Taggart was communicating that he placed a high priority on creating an infrastructure to mount, administer, and evaluate youth programs.
Third, the wide variability in design, method, and type of results from one knowledge development project to another meant that there was no straightforward way to bring specific results to bear on cross-cutting questions.  Separate projects were contracted through a variety of organizational arrangements, discussed below, and decisions about the research and evaluation design for each project were worked out, case by case, by Taggart and the OYP staff. While there was an overall "design," in the sense that individual projects were related to a broader set of policy questions, there was no mechanism for assuring that the design decisions of one project were consistent with those of other projects or with some overall set of methodological criteria.  In

